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readily available. The most productive 
automobile plant in the world, accord-
ing to J.D. Power, is not in Detroit, but 
in Mexico. Years ago as Governor, I 
was admonished to let the emerging 
countries produce the textiles and the 
shoes; the United States would produce 
the airplanes and computers. Today, 
the competition produces the textiles, 
the shoes, the airplanes and the com-
puters. All countries have as a goal ob-
taining technology and producing tech-
nology. All protect their domestic agri-
culture. All, except the United States, 
protect their local market from foreign 
imports. And all, except the United 
States, enjoy government financing. 
The European aircraft sold in the 
United States is government financed. 
The Japanese car taking over the 
United States market is financed and 
protected—and sold for less than cost. 
Most importantly, the goal of U.S. 
trade is profits. The goal of global com-
petition is market share. While the 
competition cares little about a stand-
ard of living, the U.S. burdens its pro-
duction with a high standard. Before 
‘‘Jones Manufacturing’’ can open its 
doors it must have a minimum wage, 
Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, 
clean air, clean water, a safe working 
place, safe machinery, plant closing 
notice, parental leave—and almost 
ergonomics. Corporate taxes in the 
U.S. are a cost of production; whereas, 
the competition’s value added tax is re-
bated at export. The global competi-
tion saves while we consume. They 
willingly pay $4.50 for a gallon of gaso-
line but we go ‘‘ape’’ when a gallon 
reaches $2.00. The global competition is 
organized and directed. We are totally 
disorganized. There are 28 agencies and 
departments engaged in trade decisions 
and we have allowed the financing of 
our debt to control trade decisions. 
Former Prime Minister of Japan, 
Hashimoto, threatened one afternoon 
at Columbia University to stop buying 
our bonds if we insisted on enforcing 
our dumping laws. The stock market 
fell 200 points within an hour and the 
dumping law against Japan was not en-
forced. Finally, all countries in inter-
national trade use access to their mar-
kets as a bargaining chip. Refusing to 
compete, we cry, ‘‘be fair; be fair; level 
the playing field’’. Moral suasion has 
little affect in business. We continue to 
lose our technology and production. It 
has gotten so bad that the foreign cor-
poration in a controlled economy now 
preys on the domestic bloodied from 
open competition. Volvo buys Mack 
Truck. Daimler-Benz seizes Chrysler. 
And the European Union denies the 
MCI-Sprint merger so the Deutsche 
Telekom can buy Sprint. 

As the United States moves now to 
set the parameters of trade with 1.3 bil-
lion producers of agriculture and prod-
ucts, we need time. We need under-
standing. The $300 billion trade deficit, 
costing the economy 1% growth, must 

be reversed. The PNTR vote is not 
against China, but to get the attention 
of the United States. We need to set 
trade policy and start competing. We 
need to realize that we are competing 
with ourselves. In the early 1970s our 
banks financing foreign investment 
began making a majority of their prof-
its outside of the United States. They 
organized think-tanks, consultants, 
and entities such as the Trilateral 
Commission to promote the ‘‘free 
trade’’ line. Corporate America, mak-
ing a bigger profit on foreign produc-
tion, changed from nationals to multi-
nationals. The campuses, sustained by 
corporate multinationals, all teach 
‘‘free trade’’. The retailers, enjoying a 
bigger profit on the imported article, 
shout ‘‘free trade’’. The newspaper edi-
torialists, financed by retail adver-
tising, exhault ‘‘free trade’’. And then 
there’s the lawyer. One country, Japan, 
pays their lawyers more to lobby Con-
gress than the combined salaries of all 
the Members of Congress. By way of 
pay, Japan is better represented in 
Washington than the people of the 
United States. Article 1, Section 8 of 
the Constitution provides ‘‘that Con-
gress shall have the power to regulate 
commerce with foreign nations’’, but 
this power has been forsaken to the 
multinationals and foreign competi-
tion. PNTR will only continue this out-
rage. Trade with China will continue. 
But the only leverage we have left with 
China, the only chance for Congress to 
assume its responsibility for trade, is 
this annual review. ‘‘Permanent’’ must 
be stricken from Permanent Normal 
Trade Relations. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that I be permitted to 
speak on Republican time at this point, 
and should a member of the other 
party wish to later utilize minutes re-
maining on their time that they be per-
mitted to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ENERGY POLICY 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the reason I 
wanted to speak this afternoon is to 
address the issue of energy policy and 
gasoline prices. 

It seems now that we are in the fin-
ger-pointing mode trying to blame one 
another for what is in effect a market 
condition; that is, the increasing rise 
in the price of gasoline. 

My point this morning is that it 
should come as no surprise to any of us 
that gas prices have gone up. Why is 
this so? 

First of all, thanks to Senator PETE 
DOMENICI, the chairman of the Energy 
and Water Subcommittee of the Appro-
priations Committee, who yesterday in 
response to a question on a national 
TV program made, I think, the most 
succinct statement on this, we have 
the basic answer. He said, ‘‘The chick-
ens have come home to roost.’’ 

He said that after 7 years of the Clin-
ton-Gore administration policy, which 
is in effect no policy with respect to 
improving our energy situation, ‘‘The 
chickens have come home to roost.’’ 

While we have enjoyed a great time 
of prosperity in this country, we have 
been doing nothing to ensure that we 
would be able to provide the energy re-
sources—the oil and gas on which our 
economy runs—at the time when our 
economy is up and running, as it is 
now; and, therefore, we should not be 
surprised that the demand for this 
product has outstripped the supply. He 
is correct in that. 

Thanks to Senator MURKOWSKI, who 
chairs the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee in the Senate, we 
have the statistics which back up this 
statement. 

Since 1992, U.S. oil production is 
down 17 percent, but consumption is up 
14 percent. That is the basic fact right 
there. Demand is up significantly but 
production in this country is down sig-
nificantly. The reason production is 
down is because of the specific policies 
of this administration. 

It should come as no surprise to us 
that when demand is greater and sup-
ply is less, the price is going to go up. 
Only those who do not understand the 
free market would fail to appreciate 
this fact and point the finger at some-
one else. 

Imports, we learned from Senator 
MURKOWSKI, are now at 56 percent of 
our total supply and growing rapidly. 
In fact, they are in the neighborhood of 
about 62 percent during some months— 
specifically during this period of time. 

By comparison, in 1973, during the 
time of the Arab oil embargo, we im-
ported about 35 percent of foreign oil. 

Remember how we were complaining 
at that point about how dependent 
upon these OPEC supplies we were—35 
percent then and up to 62 percent now. 

We are approaching twice as much 
dependency on foreign oil supplies as 
we had during the time of the great oil 
embargo of the early 1970s. 

At current prices, I might add, the 
United States spends $300 million a day 
on imported oil. That is over $100 bil-
lion per year on foreign oil, which, in-
cidentally, is about one-third of our en-
tire trade deficit. 

This puts into clear perspective the 
amount of our reliance on these foreign 
sources. 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 10:11 Nov 01, 2004 Jkt 039102 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\S26JN0.000 S26JN0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 12231 June 26, 2000 
Are the people who supply this oil 

from abroad our friends when it comes 
to the supplying of this particular 
product? Are they working with us to 
keep the prices down? No. We know, as 
matter of fact, in this area even that 
our friends are willing to take advan-
tage of the great demand and thirst for 
this product in the United States. 

The OPEC nations, which include our 
friend to the south, Mexico, and other 
countries in this hemisphere, but most 
especially the countries in the Middle 
East led by our friend, Saudi Arabia, 
have restricted the supply so as to 
drive the cost of the product up. 

It is real simple. When we don’t have 
control over the supply that our 
friends do, they will take advantage of 
us. Frankly, we can’t blame them. 
That is part of the way the market op-
erates. We would object that they have 
gathered together in the form of a mo-
nopoly or oligopoly, and they are con-
trolling the price. But it is their abil-
ity to do that on the foreign market. 
We understand that. We should not be 
surprised by it. But we should be com-
mitted to doing something about it. 

For 7 years, this administration not 
only has not done anything about it; it 
has gotten us more and more deeply in 
the hole of reliance on foreign oil. 

I have a friend back home—a ranch-
er. The Presiding Officer will probably 
appreciate this kind of western humor, 
since he likes to collect these items. 
He said he has an attitude. He said: 
When you are trying to get out of a 
hole, the first thing you do is stop 
digging. 

I submit that we are going to keep 
digging the hole deeper and deeper if 
we don’t stop this reliance on foreign 
oil, and if we don’t start doing some-
thing about increasing our supply here 
at home. 

It turns out that we have plenty of 
opportunities, which I will get to in 
just a moment. 

One other fact that I think is impor-
tant to note is that 36 refineries have 
closed since 1992. We have had no new 
refineries built in this country since 
1976. It is not only the fact that we 
have less oil being produced in the 
United States, but also that less oil 
product is being refined in this country 
primarily because of the stringency of 
environmental regulations. 

What has been the administration’s 
policy? Its energy policy says that we 
should have a mix of energy sources. 
But let’s look at the facts. 

We have the lowest production in 
this country since world War II. We are 
importing more oil than ever before. 
We have regulations and taxes designed 
basically to close the oil industry. The 
President himself vetoed a bill to open 
so-called ANWR in 1995 with 16 billion 
barrels of oil—that is about a 30-year 
supply of imports from Saudi Arabia— 
and has instead advocated increasing 
royalty rates, which, of course, would 

make foreign investment even more at-
tractive to U.S. companies and cause 
them to not want to produce oil here in 
this country. 

I get letters from constituents who 
say we should close down any offshore 
drilling or any drilling of oil in the 
Alaska reserve. I think these people 
need to appreciate that there was an 
area cut out of the wilderness area in 
Alaska and designated specifically for 
the production of oil. It is a very small 
area. We created a vast new wilderness 
on the North Slope of Alaska. It is a 
beautiful area. I have been there. But 
we created a very small island in there 
in effect that does not have any par-
ticular environmental benefit com-
pared to the areas around it. We said in 
that particular area we would explore 
for oil. It is in that area that we are 
talking about producing this 16 billion 
barrels of oil. 

I have been to that area. I suggest 
anybody who believes we should not 
pursue the exploration for oil in that 
area ought to visit it. I think they will 
see two things. First, we have found a 
way to drill for oil that is very envi-
ronmentally safe and benign. In effect, 
in a very small area about the size of 
this Senate Chamber, up to 10 wells can 
be drilled at a depth of about 10,000 feet 
with another 10, 15, or more thousand 
feet of drilling horizontally to a point 
of oil. We have a very small area where 
the oil drilling is actually evident from 
the surface of the Earth but a very 
large area underneath from which the 
oil is taken. This is done in an extraor-
dinarily environmentally safe way. 
You cannot even tell, when you are on 
the surface, what is being done. 

We can explore for and obtain oil 
from these sites, such as the Alaska 
oil, as well as offshore sites, using the 
same technology without environ-
mental damage. However, the adminis-
tration has precluded us from doing so. 

Now, we have a great deal of coal, 
much low sulfur. The cleanest coal in 
the lower 48 States was locked up when 
the President declared the large area of 
Montana a national monument and, 
therefore, we could not take advantage 
of the low-sulfur coal that is located in 
that area. 

Nuclear power is the cleanest of all, 
but this administration has been op-
posed to nuclear power. In fact, there 
have been no new power plants, and the 
President, of course, vetoed the nuclear 
waste disposal bill. This is essential for 
the further development of nuclear 
power. 

With respect to hydropower, we have 
a Secretary of Interior who says he was 
to be the first Secretary to tear down 
dams. We cannot produce hydropower 
without dams. 

With respect to natural gas, vast 
areas of coal development in both the 
OCS and the Rocky Mountain area 
have been closed to natural gas. 

The bottom line is this administra-
tion’s policy is not conducive to the de-

velopment of new sources of energy in 
the United States, even environ-
mentally safe, environmentally benign 
sources. Instead, virtually every policy 
this administration has pursued has 
had the effect of reducing U.S. oil pro-
duction and increasing our reliance 
upon foreign sources. All that does is 
enable those foreign sources to take 
advantage of this reliance by reducing 
their production and jacking up the 
price. American consumers are paying 
the result of that at the pump. 

I have one or two other statistics. 
Since the start of the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration, according to Senator 
MURKOWSKI’s figures, domestic oil pro-
duction in the United States has fallen 
by 17 percent for the reasons I articu-
lated. We can’t, with that level of re-
duction in U.S. oil production, main-
tain a level which enables the U.S. to 
control our own destiny in terms of the 
price of oil. We are already spending 
over $100 billion per year on foreign oil, 
about a third of our trade deficit. 

As a result of these facts, I have 
joined with Senator LOTT, our majority 
leader, and others, in introducing the 
National Energy Security Act of 2000, 
S. 2557, the goal of which is to roll back 
our dependence on foreign oil to a level 
below 50 percent. 

In conclusion, there has been a lot of 
finger pointing. Some say it is the re-
sult of taxes. I support, at least tempo-
rarily—in fact, I would support perma-
nently—removing the 18.4-percent Fed-
eral gas tax. People say that is only a 
drop in the bucket. It is almost 20 
cents on the price of a gallon of gas. 
That is not peanuts if you have to fill 
your car as much as a lot of folks do. 

The EPA has been changing its mind 
about additives. In some parts of the 
country that has increased the cost of 
a gallon of gasoline. 

We have fewer refineries, as I indi-
cated. 

Most of all, it is ‘‘the chickens are 
coming home to roost’’ answer that 
Senator DOMENICI provided; namely, 
that we have decreased the United 
States oil production at the same time 
we are relying more and more on for-
eign oil. The net result of that should 
come as no surprise to anyone. We are 
going to have to pay higher prices at 
the gas pumps as a result. 

It is time that the United States had 
a clear strategy, a good energy policy, 
that promoted the development of oil 
resources in the United States in a safe 
and environmentally clean way. That 
can be done. I believe under a new ad-
ministration which is focused on devel-
oping an energy strategy that will suit 
the American people, it will be done. 

I thank Senator THOMAS for making 
some of his time available to talk 
about this important subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BUNNING). The Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Arizona. 
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Quite often we have difficulties, we 

have problems, and we really don’t 
think about the policy that has created 
it—or in this case, the lack of policy. 

I think it is very important that as 
we have the great growth of energy use 
in this country, that we take a look at 
our policy and not let ourselves become 
captives of overseas production. 

f 

M/V ‘‘MIST COVE’’ 

Mr. THOMAS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Commerce Committee be 
discharged from further consideration 
of H.R. 3903, and the Senate then pro-
ceed to its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 3903) to deem the vessel M/V 

MIST COVE to be less than 100 gross tons, as 
measured under chapter 145 of title 46, 
United States Code. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the bill be read the 
third time and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, and 
any statements relating to the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 3903) was read the third 
time and passed. 

f 

OCEANS ACT OF 2000 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 
568, S. 2327. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2327) to establish a Commission 

on Ocean Policy, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3620 

(Purpose: To establish a Commission on 
Ocean Policy, and for other purposes) 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, Senator 
HOLLINGS has a substitute amendment 
at the desk, and I ask for its consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS], 

for Mr. HOLLINGS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 3620. 

Mr. THOMAS. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of Senate passage of 
S. 2327, the Oceans Act of 2000. The bill 

calls for an action plan for the twenty- 
first century to explore, protect, and 
make better use of our oceans and 
coasts. Its passage is, quite simply, the 
most important step we can take today 
to ensure an effective, coordinated and 
comprehensive ocean policy to guide us 
into the new millennium. 

I thank my colleagues in the Com-
merce Committee for their support, in 
particular, Senators SNOWE, KERRY, 
and STEVENS, for their cosponsorship 
and their efforts over the last several 
weeks to bring this bill to the floor. 
Following in the Commerce Committee 
tradition with respect to ocean issues, 
this has been a bipartisan process. I 
also thank the other cosponsors of the 
legislation, Senators BREAUX, INOUYE, 
BOXER, LAUTENBERG, MURKOWSKI, 
LIEBERMAN, AKAKA, FEINSTEIN, 
CLELAND, MOYNIHAN, MURRAY, REED, 
SARBANES, SCHUMER, WYDEN, 
LANDRIEU, MURKOWSKI, CHAFEE, and 
ROTH for their continued support. Fi-
nally, I want to express my apprecia-
tion to the numerous industry, envi-
ronmental, and academic groups who 
agree that the time has come for this 
bill. 

Mr. President, it is critical that we 
enact the Oceans Act of 2000 this year 
as we pass through the gateway to a 
new millennium. The oceans are again 
beginning to receive the attention they 
received in 1966 when we enacted legis-
lation to establish a Commission on 
Marine Science, Engineering, and Re-
sources (known as the Stratton Com-
mission for its chairman Julius Strat-
ton) to recommend a comprehensive 
national program to explore the 
oceans, develop marine and coastal re-
sources, and conserve the sea. The 
Stratton Commission’s report and rec-
ommendations have shaped U.S. ocean 
policy for three decades, and resulted 
in the creation of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) under Presidential Reorganiza-
tion Plan Number Four, as well as 
most of the major marine conservation 
status NOAA implements. These in-
clude the National Marine Sanctuaries 
Act, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act, 
and the Coastal Zone Management Act. 

Where the Stratton Commission per-
formed its work with vision and integ-
rity, the world has changed in myriad 
ways since 1966. Ocean and coastal 
issues are growing more popular day by 
day, but we are able to make the nec-
essary headway to ensure they get the 
attention and priority they deserve. 
Consider the following quote from the 
National Research Council’s report en-
titled Striking a Balance, Improving 
Stewardship of Marine Areas: 

The findings of the Marine Board studies 
have revealed a strong interest in the na-
tion’s coastal and marine areas by present 
and potential offshore industries, coastal 
states responsible for resource development 
and environmental preservation of their off-
shore regions, and the ocean research com-

munity. Little has been done, however, to 
devise a comprehensive regulatory or man-
agement framework for current or future ac-
tivities in federal and state waters or on or 
under the seabed in the U.S. Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone. The need for a regulatory and 
management framework is likely to increase 
in the future . . . No mechanism exists for 
establishing a common vision and a common 
set of objectives. . . . 

Establishing an independent national 
Ocean Commission in the year 2000 
could comprehensively evaluate con-
cerns that cannot be viewed effectively 
through current federal processes or 
through privately-commissioned stud-
ies. These include concerns about pro-
viding appropriate priority and funding 
for critical ocean conservation and 
management issues, as well as whether 
the ocean management regimes that 
have developed over the last 30 years 
are duplicative and uncoordinated, re-
sulting in costly or time-consuming re-
quirements that may provide little in-
cremental environmental benefit. 

The essential elements of the legisla-
tion before the Senate today remain 
the same as the Committee-reported 
version, with further amendments to 
reinforce the importance of science in 
supporting the Commission’s activi-
ties. The Oceans Act of 2000 would es-
tablish a 16-member high level national 
Commission, similar to the Stratton 
Commission, to examine ocean and 
coastal activities and report within 18 
months on recommendations for a na-
tional policy. The Commission mem-
bers would be selected from individuals 
nominated by majority and minority 
representatives in both houses of Con-
gress. Eligible individuals include a 
truly balanced group of experts rep-
resenting state and local governments, 
academia, ocean-related industries and 
public interest groups. 

The Act would become effective at 
the end of this year, enabling the cur-
rent Administration to complete the 
interagency ocean initiative resulting 
from the hard work done by the ocean 
community for the 1998 International 
Year of the Ocean. It will also allow 
the incoming Administration time to 
evaluate the Commission nominees and 
make appointments. Once the Commis-
sion completes its recommendations to 
the President and to Congress, it will 
then be the President’s turn to report 
to Congress how he will respond to 
these recommendations. As in 1966, the 
real work will begin after the Commis-
sion completes its report. History has 
taught us that Congressional support 
and participation is essential to ensur-
ing the long-term success of this truly 
national ocean effort. We are off to a 
very good start. The current bill enjoys 
wide support in the Senate and from 
industry, conservation groups, sci-
entists, and states, all of whom have 
sent numerous letters of support over 
the past several months. Most re-
cently, we have received letters of sup-
port from the Chairman of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences’ National 
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